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UNITED UNITED STATES STATES DISTRICT DISTRICT COURT COURT 
NORTHERN NORTHERN DISTRICT DISTRICT OF OF MISSISSIPPI MISSISSIPPI 

GREENVILLE GREENVILLE DIVISION DIVISION 

DECLARATION DECLARATION OF OF SCOTT SCOTT E. E. SARGRAD SARGRAD 

Case: 2:65-cv-00031-DMB Doc #: 122-3 Filed: 02/27/15 1 of 3 PageID #: 2317 

EX. C

) ) 
DIANE DIANE COWAN COWAN eet l 01., al .• ) ) 

) ) 
Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs, ) ) 

) ) 
and and ) ) 

) ) 
UNITED UNITED STATES STATES OF OF AMERICA, AMERICA, ) ) 

) ) Civil Civil Action Action No. No. 22::65-CV-0003165-CV-00031 --DMB DMB 
Plainti Plainti ff-Intervenor, ff-Intervenor, ) ) 

) ) 
v. v. ) ) 

) ) 
BOLlY BOLIV AR AR COUNTY COUNTY BOARD BOARD OF OF ) ) 
EDUCATION EDUCATION el el 01., al .• ) ) 

) ) 
DefendantsDefendants. . ) ) 

) ) 

Pursuant Pursuant to to 28 28 U.S.C. U.S.C. § § 1746, 1746. I J declare declare under under pepenalty nalty of of perjury perjury that: that: 

1. 1. My My name name is is Scott Scott E. E. Sargrad. Sargrad. I I am am currently currently the the Deputy Deputy Assistant Assistant Secretary Secretary for for Policy Policy and and 

Strategic Strategic Initiatives Initiatives in in the the Office Office of of Elementary Elementary and and Secondary Secondary Education. Education, U.S. U.S. Department Department 

of of Education Education (the (the "Department"). "Department"). I I have have held held this this position position for for approximately approximately one one year year and and 

eight eight months, months, since since June June 16,2013. 16,2013. 

2. 2. As As the the Deputy Deputy Assistant Assistant Secretary Secretary for for Policy Policy and and Strategic Strategic Initiatives, Initiatives, I I have have significant significant 

responsibility responsibility for for all all matters matters arising arising under under Title Title I, I, Part Part A, A, Section Section 1003(g) I 003(g) (Schoo(School l 

Improvement Improvement Grants Grants (SIG», (8IG», afthe of the Elementary Elementary and and Secondary Secondary Education Education Act Act of of 1965 1965 

(ESEA) (ESEA) (20 (20 U.S.C. U.S.C. § § 6303(g». 6303(g». 



3. 3. Ihave Lhave been been asked asked by by the the U.SU.S . . Department Department of of Justice Justice ("DOl") ("DOJ") to to respond respond to to the the question question of of 

whether whether a a courtcourt--ordered ordered modification modification of of local local educational educational agency agency (LEA) (LEA) student student assignment assignment 

policies policies resulting resulting in in consolidation consolidation of of the the LEA's LEA's schools schools would would lead lead to to a a reductioreduction n or or loss loss of of 

the the amount amount ofSIG ofSIO funds funds a a recipient recipient LEA LEA receives. receives. 

44. . The The Department Department makes makes SIG SIG grants grants to to State State educational educational agencies agencies (SEAs) (SEAs) that that use use the the SIG SIG 

funds funds to to make make competitive competitive subgrants subgrants to to LEAs LEAs that that demonstrate demonstrate the the greatest greatest need need for for funds funds 

and and the the strongest strongest commitment commitment to to ensuring ensuring that that such such funds funds are are used used to to provide provide adequate adequate 

resources resources to to enable enable the the lowestlowest--achieving achieving schools schools to to raise raise academic academic achievement. achievement. 20 20 U.SU.S.c. .c. § § 

6303(g)(6). 6303(g)(6). 

5. 5. In In order order to to receive receive funds, funds, States States must must submit submit a a State State plan. plan. 20 20 U.SU.S ..C. C. § § 6303(g)(4); 6303(g)(4); 75 75 Fed. Fed. 

Reg. Reg. 66363, 66363, 66369 66369 (Oct. (Oct. 28, 28, 2010); 2010); 80 80 Fed. Fed. Reg. Reg. 7224,7246 7224,7246 (Feb. (Feb. 9, 9, 2015) 2015) (effective (effective Mar. Mar. 

15,2015). 15,2015). 

6. 6. School School districts districts that that have have schools schools ididentifieentified d as as the the lowest-achieving lowest-achieving in in tthe he State State (SIG (SIG 

schools) schools) are are eligible eligible to to apply apply to to the the SEA SEA to to obtain obtain SIG SIG funding. fund ing. 75 75 Fed. Fed. Reg. Reg. 66363, 66363, 66369 66369 

(Oct. (Oct. 28, 28, 2010); 2010); 80 80 FedFed . . RegReg. . 7224,7246 7224,7246 (Feb. (Feb. 9, 9, 2015) 2015) (effect(effective ive Mar. Mar. 15,2015). 15, 2015). 

7. 7. I I understand understand that that both both DOJ DOl and and the the Cleveland Cleveland School School District District (the (the "Dis"Disttrict") rict") have have submitted submitted 

proposed proposed plans plans to to the the Court; Court; that that the the consolidation consolidation of of two two middle middle schools, schools, D.M. D.M. Smith Smith 

Middle Middle School School (a (a SIG SIG school) school) and and Margaret Margaret Green Green Junior Junior High High School School (a (a nonnon--SIG SIG school) school) is is 

a a component component of of DOJ's DOl's proposed proposed plan plan and and the the District's District's alternative alternative plan plan referred referred to to as as "Plan "Plan 

B;" B;" and and that that ththe e CouCourt rt may may order order consolidation consolidation of of the the middle middle sschools chools in in this this case. case. 

2 

Case: 2:65-cv-00031-DMB Doc #: 122-3 Filed: 02/27/15 2 of 3 PageID #: 2318 

2 



8. 8. Due Due to to the the specific specific circumstances circumstances of of the the proposed proposed consolidation consolidation ofD.M. ofD.M. Smith Smith Middle Middle 

School School and and Margaret Margaret Green Green Junior Junior High High School, School, specifically specifically that that the the SEA SEA has has idenidenttified ified both both 

schools schools as as "0" "D" schools schools in in the the State's State's performance performance accountability accountability index index in in 201201 33-2-2014 01 4 and and that that 

a a potential potential court court order order could could require require consolidationconsolidation, , and and based based on on all all of of the the facts facts that that we we have have 

availableavailable, , I I would would expect expect that that it it would would be be appropriate appropriate for for the the LEA LEA to to continue continue to to rrececeive eive SIG SIG 

funds funds to to serve serve the the consolidated consolidated school, school, subsubjject ect to to review review by by the the SEA SEA of ofthe the DistriDistrict's ct's 

amended amended SIG SIG application. application. 

I I declare declare under under penalty penalty of of perjury perjury that that the the foregoing foregoing is is true true and and correct. correct. 

Executed Executed this this 27th 27th day day of of February February 2015. 2015 . 

SCOT!' SCOTI' E. E. SARGRAD SARGRAD 
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